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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to Amendment G, filed2/1/2008. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
2/1/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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4. Claims 1,4-8,11-15 and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Onaga ("Onaga" US 6,266,693) in view of Heddaya et al ("Heddaya", US 
6,622,157) in view of Lawrence ("Lawrence", US 6,615,207) in view of Yacoub 
("Yacoub", US 6,452,692). 

As per claim 1, Onaga discloses an information processing apparatus capable of 
communicating with a plurality of peripheral devices, said apparatus comprising: a 
storage device, for storing predetermined objects for the peripheral devices based on 
directory information (Column 1 lines 25-43); detection means, for detecting specific 
objects in the directory information read from said storage device, the specific objects 
including at least a first specific object corresponding to a first one of the plurality of 
peripheral devices and a second specific object corresponding to a second one of the 
plurality of peripheral devices (Figure 9, Column 1 lines 25- 43); display means, for 
displaying, in accordance with a tree list, the specific objects detected by said detection 
means (Figure 9); and control means, for permitting said display means to display, in 
accordance with the tree list, the specific objects detected by said detection means 
(Column 12 lines 51-64). Onaga fails to teach displaying devices in order of devices 
between apparatuses. However, Heddaya teaches a method such that the first specific 
object is displayed in preference to the second specific object if a number of other 
information processing apparatuses which exist between the first peripheral device and 
said information processing apparatus is smaller than a number of other information 
processing apparatuses which exist between the second peripheral device and said 
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information processing apparatus (Column 3 lines 65 - Column 4 lines 4). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching of Heddaya with the method of Onaga. Motivation to do so would have been to 
provide a faster response time and less network traffic. Onaga-Heddaya fails to 
distinctly point out preferably displaying the devices in order within a tree list. However, 
Lawrence, teaches displaying objects in a tree list based on preference (Column 6 lines 
31-45). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention 
to combine the teaching of Lawrence with the apparatus of Onaga-Heddaya. Motivation 
to do so would have been to provide a display tree relative to their respective needs. 
The modified Onaga fails to teach display preferences with a higher display priority for 
certain objects. However, Yacoub teaches displaying a list such that the closest printer 
is given priority and displayed at the top of the list (Column 15 lines 12-18). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching of Yacoub with the modified method of Onaga. Motivation to do so would have 
been to alleviate the user of determining which printer is closest to send the job to. 

As per claims 4, Onaga-Heddaya-Lawrence-Yacoub teaches an information 
processing apparatus, wherein said control means performs the sorting for an object 
display, so that the specific object is displayed at a higher location on a list (Onaga, 
Column 12 lines 51-64, Figure 9, Yacoub Column 15 lines 12-18j. 
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As per claim 5, Onaga-Heddaya-Lawrence-Yacoub teaclies an information 
processing apparatus according to claim 1, wherein, when the specific objects 
detected by said detection means are to be displayed on said display means in 
accordance with the tree list, and when one of the specific objects cannot be 
referred to directly due to access right limitations, said control means does not 
permit said display means to display that one specific object, and wherein, when 
each one of the specific objects is unable to be referred to directly due to access 
right limitations, said control means permit said display means to display a higher 
object for which there are no access right problems (Onaga, Column 10 lines 1-54). 

As per claim 6, Onaga-Heddaya-Lawrence-Yacoub teaches a tree structure in which 
the specific objects include an object for a printer device (Onaga, Figure 9). 

As per claim 7 Onaga-Heddaya-Lawrence-Yacoub teaches an information 
processing apparatus, wherein the specific objects include an object for a compound 
device including a printer function (Onaga, Column 2 lines 26-34). 

Claims 8,15 are individually similar in scope to claim 1, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 
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Claim 11 and 18 are individually similar in scope to claim 4 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 12 and 19 are individually similar in scope to claim 5, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 13 and 20 are individually similar to scope to claim 6, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 14 and 21 are individually similar to scope to claim 7, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale 

As per claim 22, Onaga-Heddaya-Lawrence-Yacoub teaches a computer 
readable storage medium (Onaga, Column 4 lines 40 -65) for storing the control 
program. 

Claims 37-39 are individually similar to scope to claim 1 , and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/1/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Heddaya fails to teach "number of other information 
processing apparatuses which exist between the first peripheral device and the client", 
however, the teaching of preference by Heddaya is directly applicable to the present 
invention by choosing a server node that is closest to the client device. When combined 
with the printer proximity of Yacoub the Examiner believes that one skilled in the art 
would lead one skilled in the art to combine the two references to provide a faster 
response time with less network traffic. So while Heddaya may not use printers, 
Heddaya still provides an advantage for clients to produce these sought after quick 
response times. Numbers of hops and distance reads directly on "other information 
processing apparatuses", since other apparatuses can be devices calculated in a hop 
count, i.e. router. 

Lawrence teaches tree listing based on preferences, and can provide that 
advantage to any list. Therefore a person of ordinary skill in the art would combine 
Lawrence with other references at least for the listing advantages. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to RYAN F. PITARO whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-4071 . The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm Mondays 
through Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. F. P./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



Application/Control Number: 10/021,248 
Art Unit: 2174 



/David A Wiley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



